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RICHARD HARTER 

P-3-1 
This comment is the introduction and e-mail transmittal information for Responses to Comments 
P-3-2 through P-3-14. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about 
the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 
 
P-3-2 
The commentor opposes the Proposed Project, specifically for reasons related to watershed impacts 
and storm water quality. This opinion will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers 
as part of their determination regarding the Proposed Project. The comment does not contain any 
substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary.  
 
P-3-3 
The comment supports further consideration of the passive Open Space alternative presented in the 
Draft EIR. This opinion will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers as part of 
their determination regarding the Proposed Project. This alternative was rejected from further 
consideration for the following reasons: (1) the existing conditions on site are not considered to be 
biologically or archaeologically unique, and creating an acceptable “natural” environment would 
require a substantial investment of public funds; (2) a cultural/nature park use would not further the 
City’s recreation objectives for the project; (3) the degree to which a cultural/nature park would 
further the project objectives related to economic development is not known; (4) it is also not known 
to what extent this alternative would have indirect economic development advantages, such as 
increased visitors and tourism for the City; (5) use of the site for this alternative would remove this 
site from the inventory of potential Sports Park sites in the City; and (6) there are inherent land use 
conflicts between a passive open space area and ongoing active oil production activities as a result of 
a lower activity level and fewer on-site security measures for a passive use compared with an active 
pay-for-play Sports Park.  
 
P-3-4 
The comment notes that there are similarities between the existing and historic topography of the site. 
The existing conditions on site are the result of significant ground disturbance and earth movement 
over many decades. The landforms created by these highly disturbed conditions are not unlike the 
historic landform conditions. 
 
P-3-5 
The comment disagrees with the characterization of “inherent land use conflicts between a passive 
open space area and ongoing active oil production activities” considered in the analysis of a passive 
open space alternative to the Proposed Project. This opinion will be made available for consideration 
by the decision-makers as part of their determination regarding the Proposed Project. The discussion 
of land use conflicts with relation to the passive open space alternative in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft 
EIR focuses on three key issues: (1) interpretive paths and public access would be required to honor 
surface easements that provide maintenance and emergency access to the wells; (2) the cultural/native 
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park would have low levels of activity on a site with varied topography, resulting in a situation that 
requires constant surveillance by park staff to control trespass at active oil wells and to maintain the 
public’s safety; and (3) the Fire Code requires that a 25-foot area around operating oil wells remains 
free of any source of ignition, including dry plants.  
 
P-3-6 
The comment offers several potential funding sources for a passive park use of the site, such as 
recreation bonds and storm water treatment agreements with neighboring property owners. Most of 
the surrounding area is already developed, and new development or redevelopment projects have a 
variety of ways to implement BMPs to meet the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES). The commentor’s suggestions will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 
 
P-3-7 
The comment indicates that project objectives could be met elsewhere. Please see the Alternative 
Sites discussion in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR. 
 
P-3-8 
The comment specifically refers to the project objective that reflects adopted City policy to give 
preference to children’s sports in neighborhood parks. This objective was not crafted for the purpose 
of justifying the proposal; it is an articulated objective in the Open Space and Recreation Element of 
the City General Plan. The Proposed Project furthers the intent of this City policy by offering league 
sports players a new, specific, operationally self-sufficient location that in turn frees up local parks for 
neighborhood use that are currently being used for league sports. 
 
P-3-9 
The commentor comments on the mitigation ratio used in the Draft EIR but suggests that on-site 
wetlands be incorporated into the project’s design and that native habitat be incorporated. The 
Proposed Project includes an on-site stilling basin that will incorporate (per Mitigation Measure 4.5.5) 
native California wetland species. The planting of native wetland species in the stilling basin is 
required in addition to the 0.6-acre off-site wetlands mitigation requirement. In addition, the southern 
boundary of the project site will be planted with a native vegetation area (per Mitigation Measure 
4.5.2) to provide potential habitat for the loggerhead shrikes.  
 
P-3-10 
The comment suggests that the project should include storm water treatment measures to treat runoff 
from off-site locations. As discussed on page 4.4-11 of the Draft EIR, water quality regulations 
require certain categories of development/redevelopment projects to treat runoff prior to discharge to 
the storm drain system. LARWQCB does encourage jurisdictions to offer regional solutions for 
treatment of storm water runoff; structural trash removal devices have been installed in the Los 
Angeles River, for example. However, in order for the project site to treat runoff from off-site 
development consistent with regulations, its functional use would be impaired. The comment does not 
contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft EIR or the analysis therein. Therefore, 
no further response is necessary. 
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P-3-11 
The comment suggests that the percent of impervious coverage should not increase with 
implementation of the project. As discussed on page 4.4-19 of the Draft EIR, pervious pavement will 
be considered as part of the final design. Pervious pavement has design limitations and is subject to 
soils and groundwater level constraints. Rooftop runoff controls will also be considered for 
incorporation into the Standard Urban Storm Water Management Plan (SUSMP) for the project (page 
4.4-20). As discussed on pages 4.3-26 and 4.3-29, liquefaction and uncontrolled groundwater seepage 
are concerns for the project that require mitigation in the form of soils remediation and subdrains for 
high groundwater levels. These constraints limit the feasibility of underground structures.  
 
P-3-12 
The proposed plant palette is composed of both native and ornamental plant materials. The underlying 
concept is based on water efficiency and the development of a sustainable landscape fabric 
throughout the project. Plant material selections will promote water conservation and minimize 
unnecessary maintenance procedures. Specific tree species were selected for use to provide distinctive 
form and function, create a unique character, provide interest, create focal point areas, create a 
naturalized landscape, and provide shade, privacy, and screening. Shrub and understory landscaping 
will consist of plants with spreading growth characteristics that will fill in and create “drifts” of 
shrubs and eliminate the need for constant trimming/pruning around individual plants. State-of-the-art 
irrigation concepts and infrastructure will be incorporated to maximize water efficiency and to 
promote and establish a healthy landscape environment. Extensive use of mulch (recycled green 
waste) will be utilized in all planter areas to promote water conservation, improve soil composition, 
and minimize the use of herbicides to control weeds.  
 
P-3-13 
This comment suggests that water conservation should have been more prominently discussed in the 
Draft EIR. This opinion will be made available for consideration by the decision-makers as part of 
their determination regarding the Proposed Project. As stated in Section 4.7of the Draft EIR, Public 
Services and Utilities, all new development, including the Proposed Project, is required to comply 
with State law regarding water conservation measures, including pertinent provisions of Title 20 and 
Title 24 of the California Government Code regarding the use of water-efficient appliances. Sufficient 
water supplies are available to serve the Proposed Project, and the Long Beach Water Department 
will be able to accommodate the increased demand for potable and reclaimed water. 
 
P-3-14 
The comment suggests use of artificial turf, cisterns, and underground infiltration while limiting the 
use of pesticides and fertilizers. Refer to Responses to Comments P-3-11 and P-8-1. Control of 
pesticides and fertilizers in runoff is best conducted at the source (proper use and management) as 
opposed to treatment (e.g., infiltration). Calculations for the detention basin were conducted based on 
a natural field surface that will allow some infiltration. Artificial turf would act as an impervious 
surface that would increase storm flows and require a larger detention area. As discussed in Table 
4.4.E of the Draft EIR, use of specifically designed infiltration BMPs is limited by low soil 
permeability and high groundwater levels. 




